Introduction
Driven by competitive pressures, sourcing strategies constantly seek ways to satisfy customer demands and mitigate supply risk at lower costs (AT Kearney 2011; Eltantawy and Giunipero 2013) . Developing such value-enhancing strategies is complex (Ellis et al. 2010; Wu and Pagell 2011) and demands substantial creativity and innovative problem solving (Giunipero et al. 2005; O'Brien 2012) . According to a recent industry survey (State of Flux 2013), nearly 70% of buying companies have installed sourcing teams to formulate and implement creative sourcing strategies and thereby attain superior business performance (Hardt et al. 2007 ). These teams pool the problem-solving capabilities and specialized knowledge of employees from different functional backgrounds (Englyst et al. 2008) . For example, at Target, sourcing is a cross-functional process and a competitive differentiator in its retail environment (Forbes 2015) . By challenging product specifications or the underlying business need for a purchase, sourcing teams are able to creatively resolve problems (Giunipero et al. 2005) , realize lower purchase prices (Johnson et al. 2002) , and improve bottom-line results (AT Kearney, 2011) .
However, it is also becoming clear that many sourcing teams fail to reach their full potential or meet general management expectations (Driedonks et al. 2014; Moses and Ahlstrom 2008) .
In a recent market survey (Deloitte 2014), more than half of participating Chief Procurement Officers (57%) believed their teams were incapable of delivering unique, effective solutions to current sourcing challenges. A major reason for this failure might be the widespread use of topdown instructions (i.e., formal sourcing processes, templates, and protocols), which are inadequate for guiding sourcing teams in formulating creative, value-enhancing strategies (Kauffmann et al. 2014; Monczka et al. 2010) . For example, Englyst et al. (2008) criticize extant research for not providing concrete guidance on the specific processes that govern creative problem solving and effective team functioning. Understanding how an atmosphere conducive to creativity originates from the bottom up, within sourcing teams, instead may enable such teams to focus their attention directly on the processes needed to develop creative, value-enhancing sourcing strategies.
In our attempt to do so, we seek theoretical guidance from emerging team climate research.
The concept of climate implies the shared perceptions of team members toward the policies, procedures, and practices that will be rewarded and supported in a specific work setting (Zohar and Tenne-Gazit 2008) . It thus provides a means to capture the collective sensemaking process by which individual team members derive information about relevant role behaviours that are expected of them, to attain strategically-focused outcomes as a team (Schneider et al. 1992) . In sourcing teams, a current challenge is to rely less on formal sourcing protocols and deploy creativity as a relevant role behaviour, instead. That is, sourcing teams appear to provide impactful means to attain breakthrough sourcing strategies (Pagell 2004; Trent and Monczka, 1994) . However, little research conceptualizes or measures how creative processes and behaviours unfold in these teams (Driedonks et al. 2010; Englyst et al. 2008; Moses and Ahlström 2008) . Within this study, we draw on work-unit climate research to address our central research question of how creative processes and behaviours unfold in sourcing teams.
The purpose is to conceptualize the creativity climate in sourcing teams, develop a measurement instrument to assess the creativity climate in sourcing teams, and test its impact on sourcing team performance. With this approach, we contribute to extant literature in two important ways.
First, we conceptualize team creativity climate (TCC) as a facet-specific work-unit climate that can reveal how individual members collaboratively develop creative solutions to sourcing challenges. With the notable exception of Driedonks et al. (2014) , scholars have ignored behavioural theory perspectives on how sourcing teams perform. Climate research offers an appropriate lens to examine how team members' perceptions of or experiences in the immediate work environment influence a work group's creative endeavors (Hunter et al. 2007) .
From this theoretical grounding, we develop a measurement scale that can capture creative work-unit climates in sourcing teams. To the best of our knowledge, prior sourcing literature has not offered a measurement scale for creative behaviour in teams. Following a systematic scale development process (Churchill 1979; DeVellis 1991; Netemeyer et al. 2003) , we develop a one-dimensional measurement scale, using expert interviews and survey data collected from a sample of 120 sourcing professionals. In compliance with established scale development protocols, we conduct an empirical test of discriminant and convergent validity, reliability, and the unidimensionality of the target construct.
Second, we provide evidence of the predictive power of the newly developed scale for sourcing team performance; extant literature lacks evidence about the precise impact of creative team work on sourcing performance. We draw on previous research that demonstrates an inextricable link between team-level climates and strategically-focused output (Schneider et al. 1992) . Because TCC can be related to relevant output, such as the extent to which sourcing strategies are truly creative, it offers the potential of contributing to bottom-line results.
Specifically, we correlate team members' ratings of the creativity climate with their team leaders' ratings of the teams' creative performance. Team leaders are experts in the domain of interest and can thus use their subjective judgment to assess the appropriateness of the solution for fulfilling business unit or corporate objectives (Amabile 1996; Amabile and Pillemer 2012).
In the next section, we offer a conceptualization of TCC and explain how it relates theoretically to the creative performance of sourcing strategies. Following a two-stage scale development process, we subsequently derive a measurement scale for the TCC construct.
After formulating, purifying, and pretesting the scale items, we validate our construct as well as its impact on sourcing performance with data from a sample of 52 sourcing teams. We conclude with a discussion of the theoretical and managerial implications.
Conceptual Background

Theoretical Perspectives on Creativity
The complex and competitive sourcing environment requires sourcing teams to look for solutions off the beaten paths (Giunipero et al. 2005) . Given the multi-dimensionality of sourcing effectiveness, decision-makers have to seek a delicate balance between cost, value and risk (Driedonks et al. 2010 ). This new sourcing reality has led to a call for more creativity and innovative problem-solving in the procurement profession in general and within sourcing teams in particular (Deloitte 2013). For several years, companies have relied on a multitude of creative methods, trainings and processes advocated by consultants or experts of applied creativity (e.g. Synectics: Gordon 1961; Lateral Thinking: De Bono 1985; Intuition: Mintzberg,1998; TRIZ: Terninko, Zusman, and Zlotin 1998) . Intended to facilitate the development of novel and meaningful solutions to problems, their validity has been contested by creativity scholars (see e.g., Sternberg and Lubart 1999). According to Puccio et al. (2006) , this abundance of creative methods might have contributed to the view that the field of creativity is imbalanced towards application and lacks scientific rigor. In an attempt to build a stronger theoretical foundation for empirical research on the applied nature of creativity, we thus set out to shed light on more fundamental aspects of creative problem-solving in work groups, such as sourcing teams.
Contemporary research increasingly distinguishes between creativity as an output (i.e., how novel and useful the idea is) and creativity as a process (i.e., how the idea is achieved). While scholars agree that more attention is needed to elucidate the creative process by which individual members produce creative outcomes at the team level (Anderson et al. 2014; Mumford 2000) , the approaches taken to explicate this process are varied. Drazin et al. (1999) stipulate a process-oriented sensemaking perspective to describe employees' participation in creative behaviour. This perspective is focused on "how individuals attempt to orient themselves to, and take creative action in, situations or events that are complex, ambiguous, 
A Conceptualization of Team Creativity Climate
When people must perform work activities as a team, the notion of climate might provide a missing link between management-related factors and desired outcomes (Anderson et al. 2014 ). According to Katz and Kahn (1978) , climate is the result of a distinct pattern of individual team members' collective beliefs that are developed through interaction with their social environments. As climate research evolved, scholars have introduced distinct climate constructs for varying contexts and levels of analysis (Schneider et al. 2013) , including customer service (Schneider et al. 1998 ), safety (Zohar 1980 , and innovation (Scott and Bruce 1994) climates. Climates directed at a specific goal or activity (e.g., creativity) and at a specific level (e.g., team) thus offer highly proximal measures of the process by which team members develop a sense of "the way we do things around here" (Schneider et al. 1996, p. 12) . Scholars argue that these facet-specific climates can better capture the phenomenon of interest and its relationship with any particular outcome than generic or organizational climates (Zohar and Luria 2004; Zohar and Tenne-Gazit 2008) . Therefore, we opt for a facet-specific description of a work-unit climate to understand how individual sourcing team members might derive meaning from their participation in collective creativity as well as their interactions with one another to devise business solutions (Hoegl et al. 2003 ).
An important contribution of this study is that we make creativity the focal facet of workunit climates in sourcing teams, by focusing on the process by which sourcing team members collectively develop creative, value-enhancing sourcing strategies. According to Amabile (1996) , creativity is commonly defined as the production of novel and useful ideas in any given To determine sourcing strategies' ability to fulfill business unit or corporate objectives, we also assess their specificity (i.e., outputs are described in detail) and feasibility (i.e., outputs can be implemented with existing resources and skills) (Kim and Wilemon 2002). Valid and reliable measurement lies at the heart of any scientific endeavor (Netemeyer et al. 2003 ). Thus, it requires a systematic approach to developing conceptually relevant, psychometrically sound measurement instruments (Churchill 1979; DeVellis 1991) . To operationalize a facet-specific climate construct such as TCC, we followed a two-stage multiitem scale development approach, as proposed by Rosenzweig and Roth (2007) Corroboration of the practitioner input with the initial measurement items from the literature review resulted in a pool of initial 27 items (see Appendix A). Because our target construct describes a team-level process, we used the team as a referent in formulating the items. Consistent with the referent shift consensus model (Chan 1998), the use of referent formulations such as "team," "our," and "we" constitute a precondition for the aggregation of scale items measured at the individual level to the team level of analysis. That is, aggregating referent shift items is conceptually appropriate because they refer to the level (i.e., team) to which individual responses will be aggregated (Le Breton and Senter 2008). To establish empirical evidence that the respondents offered shared perceptions, we assessed the degree of "sharedness" with an interrater agreement approach (James et al. 1984) . The Rwg measure reflects the extent to which respondents agree in their assessment of climate, such that their ratings should be largely interchangeable (Schneider et al. 2013 ).
Finally, before proceeding to the item reduction stage of the scale development (see Appendix B), we obtained expert judgments of the items' content and face validity, and adjusted, added or dropped items as necessary (Churchill 1979; DeVellis 1991; Netemeyer et al. 2003) . Seven faculty members from the supply chain management department of a university commented on the item wording and judged each item's relevance to our conceptual definition of TCC 1 . This qualitative input produced a final pool of 24 initial items that were proofread, formatted, and prepared for inclusion in the pilot study.
Scale Purification and Pretesting.
A pilot study served to purify the scale and establish the initial psychometric scale properties. During November and December 2013, we disseminated an electronic survey to industry experts through the online channels of NEVI, the Dutch association of purchasing professionals. We collected 140 responses, of which 120 were complete. Considering our narrowly defined construct and the reasonable size of the initial item pool, a sample size between 100 and 200 provided an adequate basis for further item and factor analysis (Netemeyer et al. 2003) . These respondents were sufficiently knowledgeable about the research topic, in that they spent, on average, 53% of their total work time in a sourcing team. Moreover, the respondents primarily represented senior (42%) or middle (32%) management levels, and a large majority (79%) actively led one or more sourcing teams.
Surveying senior-ranking informants yields more reliable results than lower-ranking informants (Rosenzweig and Roth 2007). Our sample also covered a variety of industries, including manufacturing, food and beverages, construction, and financial services. Therefore, our sample can be considered representative of the population of sourcing professionals.
The respondents received a brief definition of creative sourcing teamwork, and were then asked to use a five-point Likert scale (1 = "fully disagree," 5 = "fully agree") to indicate how relevant they regarded each of the 24 items for a creative climate in sourcing teams. To affirm discriminant validity and emphasize the uniqueness of the facet-specific TCC construct, we included the 14-item team climate inventory (TCI) scale (Anderson and West 1998) and the 8-item constructive controversy (CC) scale (Chen et al. 2005) . Both constructs relate conceptually to TCC, yet we expect them to be ill-suited for measuring creativity in a sourcing team context, as defined in our conceptual development. This is due to the fact that the TCI scale was developed for various team contexts (e.g., hospital teams, oil company teams) and tasks (e.g., nursing, management, psychiatric care) and the CC scale specifically aims to measure conflict management in teams.
We performed Harman's (1976) single-factor test to check for common method bias. No single factor accounted for the majority of the variance explained (max. = 37.25%), so common method bias was not a prominent concern (Podsakoff et al. 2003 . We also examined the scale with respect to its discriminant validity, that is, whether the construct shared more variance with its own measures than with the related CC or TCI constructs (Chin 1998). Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggest that the square root of the focal construct's average variance extracted (√AVE = 0.833)
should exceed its correlation with related constructs (CorrCCTCC = 0.710; CorrTCITCC = 0.709). The correlation matrix in Table 2 .2 affirms this requirement, in support of the discriminant validity of the nine-item TCC measurement scale, relative to both TCI and CC.
Despite their conceptual distinctiveness, we found no evidence of discriminant validity across the TCI (√AVE = 0.756 < CorrCCTCI = 0.983) and CC (√AVE = 0.740 < 1994) constructs in our survey. In line with the componential theory of creativity (Amabile 1983), we regard all three constructs as antecedents, rather than inherent characteristics, of a creative team climate, such that we expect significant differences across constructs. Such differences also should give rise to theoretical considerations that TCC might serve as process variable, mediating between input and output variables, as suggested by Hackman's (1987) input-process-output theory. Accordingly, we first attempt to provide evidence of the predictive power of the TCC construct by collecting team members' and team leaders' ratings of the creative performance of the sourcing teams (Im et al. 2013) . The items for all constructs were measured on five-point Likert scales (1 = "strongly disagree," 5 = "strongly agree" Reliability. To augment our assessment of scale reliability, we derived a composite reliability coefficient (Fornell and Larcker 1981) from a CFA in AMOS 20. As we show in Table 2 .3, the Cronbach's alpha and composite reliability both exceeded the common threshold demonstrate convergent validity is to consider each scale item as a different approach to measuring the construct and determine whether all items converge. We therefore examined the magnitude and sign of the item factor loadings (see Table 2 Nomological Validity. Finally, to assess nomological validity, we investigated whether the TCC construct was positively associated with one or more relevant outcome variables.
Consistent with extant theorizing (Si and Wei 2012), we expect that a more positive creativity climate in a sourcing team corresponds with more positive creative outcomes. We therefore let the 253 participating team members and their 52 team leaders rate their team's creative performance (novelty, meaningfulness, feasibility, specificity) on multi-item Likert type scales
(1 = "fully disagree," 5 = "fully agree"). By aggregating the team member scores on creative climate and performance to the team level, we formed team averages (James et al., 1984 Kraljic's (1983) widely used purchasing portfolio analysis for guidance on the type of purchases that require high levels of creativity. Although we see opportunities for creative sourcing behaviour in all four quadrants of the purchasing portfolio, we suggest focusing on creative climates when sourcing teams are involved in highly strategic items with large financial impact.
In addition, purchasing organizations may differ tremendously in maturity, as reflected in differences in the quality of processes, systems and people employed in sourcing. As such, purchasing maturity accounts for contextual differences in sourcing teams' composition, focus, strategy, structure, targets, information systems and staff (Keough 1993; Rozemeijer 2008) .
According to participants of one of our valorization workshops, strategic sourcing is "not only about what you do, but also how you do it". This seems especially true when procurement engages in supply chain optimization, actively participates in innovation projects or heads cross-functional sourcing teams. As these activities are typically associated with higher purchasing maturity (Schiele 2007), we believe that the need for creative climates in sourcing teams is most pronounced in organizations at higher stages of purchasing maturity. That is, companies with higher purchasing maturity have more opportunities for using creativity as a means to create value. In contrast, teams in less mature purchasing organizations are not included in the corporate strategic planning process, occupy a rather passive role in setting the business agenda, have no support and power to pursue corporate and/or strategic initiatives.
They therefore have less potential to add value by means of creative sourcing strategies (Paulraj, Chen, and Flynn 2006) . We thus advise managers and team leaders to carefully assess the potential for using a creative team approach in their sourcing projects against their organization's respective purchasing maturity.
Limitations and Suggestions for Further Research
Every study should be assessed in light of its limitations; these are outlined as well as discussed in terms of future research opportunities in this section. The sampling method we applied during the item reduction stage of the scale development process might evoke some discussion. The 120 individual respondents sampled for the pilot study, as well as the sample of 52 sourcing teams obtained to establish psychometric scale properties, constitute a heterogeneous crowd. Despite their affiliation with the sourcing profession and similar professional backgrounds, each respondent faced a distinct working environment, reflecting both industry-specific and company-specific dynamics. To guarantee the robustness of our developed TCC scale, additional research should validate the proposed construct using additional, large samples drawn from sourcing teams in a variety of companies and industries.
The pilot study and survey included constructs to establish discriminant and convergent validity. Conceptual distinctness, informed by empirical evidence of construct validity (see Hair et al. 2010; Hu and Bentler 1999) , is desirable for establishing the TCC scale, so we hope further research seeks to delineate this construct from other, seemingly similar constructs that tap behavioural aspects of sourcing, such as continuous improvement or organizational learning.
We did not account for the heterogeneity across different types of sourcing teams. In addition to installing cross-functional sourcing teams, companies increasingly extend beyond their organizational boundaries to tap the capabilities of their suppliers and fulfill their sourcing goals. Sourcing professionals also collaborate more frequently with colleagues and suppliers in virtual teams, using all sorts of social media channels. The contextual factors that govern creative performance in these varied team settings differ inherently. In sourcing teams, for instance, team leaders are confronted with the challenge of uniting team members from diverse functional backgrounds, channeling their efforts, and balancing the interests of several organizational stakeholders. Buyers-supplier innovation teams in turn are subject to contextual influences at both, the buyer and supplier organization (see e.g., Wagner and Hoegl 2006).
Further research should assess systematically the applicability of the TCC scale across different team contexts.
Finally, it is of academic and managerial interest to hypothesize and empirically assess a set of distinct, context-specific antecedents to determine the influence of, for instance, leadership behaviour and team member capabilities on TCC. Positioning the TCC construct as a focal, mediating construct within a conceptual model might provide a more fine-grained investigation and direct the appropriate management of teams' creative performance across distinct contexts within the Purchasing and Supply Management domain.
